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Summary 

Applicant: Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) 

Location: Along the Mare Island Strait, on Mare Island, bayward of Waterfront Avenue 
(between 6th and 7th Streets) and Building 165, in the City of Vallejo, Solano 
County (Exhibit A).  

Project:  The proposed project involves relocation and intensification of a facility for ferry 
mooring, storage, maintenance and fueling for the San Francisco Bay Ferry 
system (previously Vallejo-Baylink Ferry). The current facility is located 
approximately one-half mile north of the project site, bayward of Building 477 on 
Mare Island. The existing facility does not meet the current and future 
operational needs of the San Francisco Bay Ferry system. Improvements 
proposed in the Bay (Mare Island Strait) include installing five new floats and 
relocating two existing floats from Building 477 to the project site. Landside 
improvements include constructing a utility shed and pump facility, and 
installing utilities within a wharf. A portion of the landside improvements  
(e.g., construction of a utility shed, relocation of utilities, etc.), as well as the 
relocation of one of the existing floats, was previously authorized by the 
Commission under BCDC Permit No. M2006.002.00. Additional project-related 
improvements located outside of the Commission’s jurisdiction include 
demolishing Building 855, constructing a new warehouse and rehabilitating 
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Building 165 for ancillary ferry services (e.g., administration, parts and 
equipment storage, workshops, etc.) (Exhibits A through D). The floats would be 
fixed in position by approximately 40 steel and plastic piles, ranging in size from 
12- to 42-inches in diameter.  

   The applicant proposes to mitigate for the fill impacts associated with the project 
by removing 114 creosote-treated piles from three locations along the Mare 
Island Straight, removing a 1,550-square-foot deteriorated pile-supported pier, 
and removing miscellaneous debris and trash from several shoreline locations 
near the project site. Hydro-acoustic impacts to fish as a result of construction 
activities would be mitigated by purchasing a 0.50-acre of mitigation credit from 
the Liberty Island Conservation Bank, located on the southern Yolo bypass 
within the Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta (Exhibit E). 

Public access proposed with the project consists of extending the existing public 
access promenade approximately 465 feet along the wharf’s edge within a  
50-foot-wide corridor. Promenade improvements would include pavement 
resurfacing and installing lights, railings, seating and trash receptacles. A  
2,000-square-foot ferry passenger waiting area and a 400-square foot public 
access area would also be provided (Exhibits F and G). 

Issues 
Raised: The staff believes that the application raises four primary issues: (1) whether the 

project is consistent with the Commission’s laws and policies on fill in the Bay; 
(2) whether the project is consistent with the Bay Plan policies on climate change 
and sea level rise; (3) whether the project is consistent with the Commission’s 
public access policies; and (4) whether the project is consistent with the Bay Plan 
policies on natural resources, including fish, other aquatic organisms and 
wildlife, and water quality. 

Background 
The Vallejo ferry service is owned by the Water Emergency Transportation Authority 

(WETA) and operated by the Blue and Gold Fleet. The ferry service primarily uses a fleet of four 
vessels that serves routes between the Vallejo Ferry Terminal and the City of San Francisco’s 
Ferry Plaza and Fisherman’s Wharf. The existing ferry maintenance facility is located on the 
west side of Mare Island Strait at Building 477 on Mare Island and is used for crewing, repairs, 
fueling, maintenance, vessel moorage and storage functions related to ferry operations. (Exhibit 
A) Three ferry vessels, as well as a maintenance barge and loading barge, currently moor along 
the quay wall immediately east of Building 477. 
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The proposed project involves relocating the existing maintenance facility approximately 
one-half-mile south, bayward of Building 165. Two floats currently in place at the existing 
maintenance facility would be relocated to the project site and an additional five floats would 
be added to accommodate the new facility. The 3,600-square-foot passenger float and 4,080-
square-foot service float currently in place at the existing facility have been previously 
authorized by the Commission under BCDC Permit Nos. 1986.002.00 and M2006.022.02, respec-
tively. In addition to the ferry maintenance and fueling activities currently taking place at the 
existing facility, the applicant would provide ferry service from the site on Mare Island to the 
Vallejo Ferry Terminal, located across the strait, for regularly scheduled trips bound for San 
Francisco.  

The project includes both waterside and landside improvements. The waterside improve-
ments consist of pile installation and float placement. The waterside portion of the site is owned 
by the Department of the Navy (Navy). WETA is currently in the process of negotiating a lease 
with the Navy to construct and use this portion of the project. Landside improvements consist 
of constructing a fueling facility (e.g., truck pad, above ground storage tanks and pipelines) and 
two small utility structures, demolishing an existing building (Building 855) and replacing it 
with a new 4,500-square-foot warehouse, rehabilitating Building 165 and improving the existing 
parking lot (e.g., striping, resurfacing) to accommodate 233 parking spaces. In addition, public 
access improvements would be installed along the wharf and two public access areas would be 
provided. The majority of the landside improvements are located outside of the Commission’s 
jurisdiction. The landside portion of the site is owned by Lennar Mare Island (LMI). WETA has 
entered into a lease agreement with LMI for the landside portion of the project to accommodate 
the maintenance facility operations. The proposed 50-foot-wide public access corridor along the 
wharf is controlled by LMI. The public access improvements and parking lot improvements 
would be authorized under a separate BCDC permit amendment as discussed in the section 
entitled, “A. Issues Raised, 2. Public Access”, below. 

Project Description 
Project 
Details: The applicant, the Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA), 

describes the project as follows: 
1. In the Bay: 

a. Install, use, and maintain a total of up to 40 pilings that will range in 
diameter from 12- to 42-inches, occupying 428 cubic yards of Bay volume 
and covering 210 square feet of the Bay floor that would support a total of 
seven floats including a total of two, 1,178-square-foot finger floats 
totaling 2,356 square feet, one 1,056-square-foot landing float, one 1,900-
square-foot maintenance float, and one, 104-square-foot working float; 
and 

b. Relocate (from the existing maintenance facility), use, and maintain one 
4,080-square-foot service float, and one 3,600-square-foot passenger float. 

2. Within the 100-foot Shoreline Band: 

a. Install, use, and maintain a 13-foot-tall, 19-foot-wide ferry portal with 
associated guardrails. 

Bay Fill: Work proposed in the Bay consists of installing 40 steel and plastic piles, ranging 
in diameter from 12- to 42-inches and occupying a total of 428 cubic yards of Bay 
volume and covering 210 square feet (0.048 acre) of the Bay floor. In addition a 
total of five new floats totaling approximately 5,416 square feet would be secured 
to the pilings. Two existing floats totaling 7,680 square feet would be relocated to 
the project site from the existing facility located at Building 477 (Exhibit B). 



4 

 

 To mitigate for the impacts of the fill, the applicant proposes to remove a total of 
114 existing, creosote treated piles at three different locations (e.g., the North 
Dolphin Site, the Pier Site and the project site) along the Mare Island Straight. 
Removal of these creosote-treated piles would have water quality benefits and 
would uncover 90 square feet of the Bay floor and would provide an increase of 
109 cubic yards of Bay volume. In addition to pile removal, the applicant pro-
poses to remove an existing 1,550-square-foot dilapidated pier at the Pier Site 
and remove miscellaneous debris and trash from several locations along the 
Mare Island Strait. Debris and trash removal efforts would uncover approxi-
mately 36 square feet of the Bay floor.  
Table 1. Fill Areas for the Project (in square feet) 

Type of 
Fill (sf) 

Removed 
(sf)-Pile-

supported 

Removed 
(sf)-Solid 

Floating 
(sf) 

New (sf)- 
Solid 

Total Net 
Fill (sf) 

      
Floats   13,096  13,096 
Pilings   90  210 

 
120 

Pier 1,550    (1,550) 
Debris 
and Trash 

  
36 

   
(36) 

      
Total (1,550) (126) 13,096 210 11,630 

Public 
Access: Public access proposed with the project consists of extending the existing wharf 

promenade (provided as a condition of approval of BCDC Permit  
No. 2009.003.00) by 465 feet within a 50-foot-wide corridor. Improvements would 
consist of applying new asphalt to the wharf surface, installing lights, trash 
receptacles, seating and a wharf railing consistent with the existing railing along 
the waterside edge. In addition, an approximately 1,961-square-foot ferry wait-
ing area would be provided adjacent to Building 165 and the maintenance facility 
parking lot. This area would contain seating, bicycle racks and trash receptacles. 
An additional 862-square-foot public access area would also be provided at the 
eastern end of the site. This area may contain an artifact from the Naval shipyard 
as well as lights, benches and trash receptacles. In total, the project would 
provide 23,240 square feet of public access along the promenade and 2,823 
square feet of public access within the two other public access areas.  
Table 2. Public Access Areas (Approximate) 

Type of 
Public 
Access 

Square 
feet 

Acres Linear 
Feet 

    
Promenade 23,240 0.53 465 
Waiting 
Area  

1,961 0.05  

Artifact 
Area 

862 0.02  

    
Total 26,063 0.60 465 

 



5 

 

Schedule 
and Cost: Construction of the waterside improvements is anticipated to commence by  

July 1, 2014, and be completed by April 30, 2015. Construction of the landside 
improvements is anticipated to commence by January 31, 2014, and be completed 
by November 30, 2014. The total project cost for the waterside improvements is 
estimated at $10.1 million. The cost for the public access improvements is esti-
mated at approximately $258,357. 

Staff Analysis 

A. Issues Raised: The staff believes that the application raises four primary issues: (1) whether 
the project is consistent with the Commission’s laws and policies on fill in the Bay;  
(2) whether the project is consistent with the Bay Plan policies on climate change and sea 
level rise; (3) whether the project is consistent with the Commission’s public access policies; 
and (4) whether the project is consistent with the Bay Plan policies on natural resources, 
including fish, other aquatic organisms and wildlife, and water quality. 
1. Fill. The Commission may allow fill only when it meets the requirements identified in 

Section 66605 of the McAteer-Petris Act, which states, in part, that: (a) fill “should be 
limited to water-oriented uses” or “minor fill for improving shoreline appearance and 
public access”; (b) fill in the Bay should be approved only when “no alternative upland 
location” is available; (c) fill should be “the minimum amount necessary to achieve the 
purpose of the fill”; (d) “the nature, location, and extent of any fill should be such that it 
will minimize harmful effects to the Bay area, such as the reduction or impairment of the 
volume, surface area or circulation of water, water quality, fertility of marshes or fish or 
wildlife resources, or other conditions impacting the environment…”; and (e) “fill 
should be authorized when the applicant has such valid title to the properties in ques-
tion that he or she may fill them in the manner and for the uses to be approved.”  
a. Fill for a Water-Oriented Use. The project proposal includes installing pilings and 

floats associated with a ferry maintenance facility. Ferry facilities are considered 
water oriented uses. In addition, the Bay Plan contains findings promulgating ferry 
use around the Bay. The Bay Plan findings on Transportation state, “[t]he Bay repre-
sents an important resource for ferry transportation….” The applicant states that 
ferry service contributes beneficially to the public welfare of the Bay Area by 
reducing the environmental impacts associated with single-occupant vehicle use. 
The Vallejo Ferry system carries up to 600 passengers each round-trip, and provides 
approximately 15 round trips per day. The applicant contends that a new mainte-
nance facility is necessary to increase efficiency and accommodate future demand for 
ferry service at the Vallejo Ferry Terminal.  

b. Alternative Upland Location. The applicant states that an alternative upland location 
for the maintenance facility is not feasible because the floats would be essential to 
fueling and maintaining the ferry vessels that are in the water. The applicant states 
that removing the vessels from the water for routine maintenance activities would be 
extremely costly and inefficient. 

c. Minimum Amount Necessary. The project would result in the placement of 13,096 
square feet of floating fill and 210 square feet of solid fill. The fill footprint for the 
project has been reduced since the applicant’s original proposal. When the original 
application was submitted, a larger, 12-berth facility was envisioned, resulting in 
approximately 34,000 square feet of fill. Since the original submittal, the applicant 
has further evaluated the needs of the project. Refinement of the project has reduced 
the amount of floating fill by 20,904 square feet and the number of pilings from 54 to 
40. The applicant states that the fill proposed with the project is the minimum neces-
sary to service the current Vallejo fleet safely and efficiently.  
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d. Effects on Bay Resources As discussed more fully in the “Natural Resources 
Policies” section below, best management practices have been incorporated into the 
project to minimize the impacts of the proposed new fill in the Bay. On April 10, 
2012, the NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) determined that, with 
mitigation measures incorporated into the project, the project was “not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence” of the threatened Central Coast steelhead, the 
threatened Central Valley steelhead, the threatened Central Valley spring-run 
Chinook salmon, the endangered Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon, the 
threatened southern distinct population segment of North American green sturgeon, 
and would not adversely modify the designated critical habitat for green sturgeon, 
Central Coast steelhead and winter-run Chinook Salmon. However, NMFS stated 
that take of the green sturgeon was anticipated with the pile-driving activities asso-
ciated with the project. Specific measures to reduce impacts to the green sturgeon 
and other special-status aquatic species are described in more detail below. 
On August 20, 2013, the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) issued a 
water quality certification for the project.  

e. Valid Title. As described above, the water area associated with the project site is 
currently owned by the Department of the Navy. The Navy has stated that they will 
issue a lease to the applicant once BCDC has granted approval of the project  
(Exhibit H). 

2. Safety of Fills / Climate Change / Sea Level Rise. Policy 4 of the Bay Plan policies on 
Safety of Fills states, in part, that “adequate measures should be provided to prevent 
damage from sea level rise and storm activity that may occur on fill or near the shoreline 
over the expected life of a project,” that “new projects on fill or near the shoreline should 
either be set back from the edge of the shore so that the project will not be subject to 
dynamic wave energy, be built so the bottom floor level of structures will be above a 
100-year flood elevation that takes future sea level rise into account for the expected life 
of the project, be specifically designed to tolerate periodic flooding, or employ other 
effective means of addressing the impacts of future sea level rise and storm activity.” 
Policy 3 requires all projects, “other than repairs of existing facilities, small projects that 
do not increase risks to public safety, interim projects and infill projects within existing 
urbanized areas,” to be “designed to be resilient to a mid-century sea level rise projec-
tion”. 
The applicant’s consultant provided a letter, dated September 5, 2013, prepared by Coast 
and Harbor Engineering, that analyzed design water levels and projected sea level rise 
and its impacts on the proposed floats and public access. 
According to the applicant, the project structure has a design life of approximately 50 
years or until 2064.   
The following table includes the tidal elevations provided by the applicant for the site 
based on the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) 1984 study that accounted for the 
contributions of astronomical tides and meteorological effects on measured water levels 
at the Presidio of San Francisco tidal station. Based on an extreme event analysis and 
allowing for appropriate tidal elevation differences from the Golden Gate to the project 
site, the Corps’ report estimated the 100-year flood elevation at the site to be 9.0 feet 
MLLW. 
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Table 3. Tidal Elevations (feet) 

Tidal Height Elevation Based on MLLW 
datum (feet) 

Mean High Water (MHW)  5.30 

Mean Higher High Water  
(MHHW)  

5.86 

100-Year Flood Elevation  9.0 

 
 In addition to the 100-year flood elevation, the applicant analyzed the contribution of 

Napa River flows to the projected water levels at the site. Based on a literature review, 
(Neary, et. al. 2001), Napa River discharge was estimated at 29,325 cubic feet per second 
(cfs) for a 55-year event. The contribution of river flows at the project site was deter-
mined using numerical modeling over a two-week period that included the highest tides 
during the present tidal epoch, both with and without the 55-year Napa River flows. The 
maximum contribution of river flow at the site was calculated to be 0.37 feet.  

 Current estimates of the future sea level rise vary widely, from the historic measured 
trend over the last century of about 8 inches per century, to as much as 55 inches per 
century. According to the October 2010 “State of California Sea Level Rise Interim 
Guidance Document” sea level rise is expected to rise at a high estimate of 1.4 feet (16 
inches) by 2050.  

Table 4. Contributions to Tidal Elevations (feet) 

Contributing Factors to 
Projected Tidal Elevations 

Elevation (feet) 

100-year Flood (MLLW)  9.0 

Napa River Discharge  0.37 

CA Interim SLR Guidance  1.4 

TOTAL 10.77 

 
 The quay wall elevation at the site is +12.0 feet (MLLW) (Exhibit I). The recommended 

extreme water level design criterion for the project site is estimated at approximately 
10.77 feet (MLLW) given the factors discussed above, which is more than one foot below 
the top of the quay wall elevation.  
The berths are floating and would therefore rise and fall with the tide. The pilings 
placed with the project would be cut at an elevation based on the above sea level rise 
projections. All pilings would have cut off elevations that are 6 to 9 feet higher than the 
quay wall. Thus, due to the sea level rise projections and other contributing factors for 
future tidal elevations at the site, and the elevation of the existing wharf and the cut-off 
elevations of the existing and proposed pilings, the applicant states that the project 
would not be impacted by sea level rise. 
The Commission should determine whether the project is consistent with its law and 
policies regarding Bay fill, safety of fills, climate change and sea level rise. 

3. Public Access. Section 66602 of the McAteer-Petris Act states, “…maximum feasible 
public access, consistent with a proposed project, should be provided.” Policy 1 and 
Policy 6 of the Bay Plan policies on Public Access state, “a proposed fill project should 
increase public access to the Bay to the maximum extent feasible” and that the public 
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access improvements “should be designed and built to encourage diverse Bay-related 
activities and movement to and along the shoreline, should permit barrier free access for 
the physically handicapped to the maximum extent feasible, should include an ongoing 
maintenance program, and should be identified with appropriate signs.” Policy 8 states, 
“access to and along the waterfront should be provided by walkways, trails, or other 
appropriate means to connect the nearest public thoroughfare where convenient parking 
or public transportation may be available.” In addition, Policy 5 states, “public access 
should be sited, designed, managed and maintained to avoid significant adverse 
impacts from sea level rise and flooding….” 
The public access proposed with the project consists of extending public access 
improvements along the existing wharf for approximately 465 feet. This extension 
would connect existing access required under BCDC Permit No. 2009.003.00 and would 
provide a connection to future development along Mare Island. The Mare Island Reuse 
Plan, approved in 1996, envisions the construction of a public promenade extending 
from the Vallejo causeway south to the Mare Island’s Historic Core Plaza. Construction 
of the proposed public access would complete an important segment of this promenade. 
Promenade improvements would consist of applying new asphalt to the wharf surface, 
installing a wharf railing consistent with the existing railing along the waterside edge, 
lights, trash receptacles and seating. In addition, an approximately 1,961-square-foot 
ferry waiting area would be provided adjacent to Building 165 and the maintenance 
facility parking lot. This area would contain seating, two bicycle racks and trash 
receptacles. An additional 862-square-foot public access area would also be provided at 
the eastern end of the site. This area may contain an artifact from the Naval shipyard as 
well as lights, benches and trash receptacles. In total, the project would provide 23,240 
square feet of public access promenade improvements and 2,823 square feet of public 
access within the two other public access areas (Exhibits F and G). 
As discussed above, the applicant does not possess property rights to the area on which 
the public access improvements would be constructed. In order to provide the public 
access improvements proposed with the project, WETA has entered into an agreement 
with Lennar Mare Island (LMI) such that LMI would request and receive Commission 
approval for construction of the improvements under BCDC Permit No. M2006.022.02, 
and construct and maintain the improvements. If, within 6 months of completion of all 
wharf-related project improvements (e.g., utilities, etc.), LMI has not commenced 
construction of the public access improvements, WETA would either obtain the 
necessary approvals and construct the wharf improvements or receive Commission 
approval for alternate improvements, with similar value to the improvements proposed.  
In determining whether a project provides maximum feasible public access, consistent 
with the project, the Commission and its staff use several variables in evaluating the 
adequacy of the public access. These variables include site constraints and opportunities, 
the expected level of use of the public access areas, existing access in the area, past expe-
rience with public access provided by other similar projects, project cost, and possible 
impacts to adjoining wildlife and habitat. The Commission has approved several similar 
facilities over the years, including the following:  
(1) BCDC Permit No. 1986.020.00, City of Vallejo Redevelopment Agency, Ferry Terminal. 

The Vallejo Ferry Terminal project resulted in the placement of a 4,670-square-foot 
dock and gangway connecting the dock to the shore, and dredging to provide the 
necessary depth for ferry vessels, at the City of Vallejo’s Ferry Terminal Site, Solano 
County. The project cost was estimated at $1.5 million. Public access provided with 
the Vallejo Ferry Terminal consisted of enhancement of an existing 15,500-square-
foot shoreline promenade (e.g., benches, lights, and landscaping) and 10,856 square 
feet of new public access consisting of a new walkway and landscaped area. 
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(2) BCDC Permit No. 2008.001.00, San Francisco Bay Area Water Transportation Authority 
(WETA) and San Mateo County Harbor District. The South San Francisco Ferry 
Terminal project resulted in the installation of 13,980 square feet of a mixture of 
solid, floating and pile-supported fill, dredging to provide the necessary depth for 
ferry vessels and parking lot improvements all associated with the construction of a 
new ferry terminal, in the City of South San Francisco, San Mateo County. The cost 
for this project was estimated at $30 million. Public access provided with this project 
included a 3,000-square-foot public access terrace, a 2,300-square-foot section of an 
existing pier that would be available from 6 a.m. to 8 p.m., repaving and widening of 
an existing pathway and public access amenities (e.g., bicycle lockers, landscaping, 
etc.) 

Both of the projects discussed above resulted in the construction of designated passen-
ger ferry facilities that attract hundreds of individuals daily, thus creating a greater 
demand on present and future public access at the site and in the vicinity. Designated 
ferry trips from Mare Island to San Francisco are not anticipated at this facility. The 
proposed project would provide ferry service to the Vallejo Ferry Terminal that would 
coincide with scheduled trips to San Francisco. The applicant believes that 30 indi-
viduals daily would use the ferry service between Mare Island and Vallejo upon project 
completion. The applicant projects that 87 individuals would use the Mare Island ferry 
service daily at 50 percent build-out of the Mare Island Specific Plan, and that 174 
individuals would use the Mare Island ferry service daily at 100 percent build-out. In 
addition, the applicant states that approximately 9 to 10 maintenance and administration 
staff would be employed at the relocated facility. In addition, 8 to 12 captains and 24 full 
time deckhands would be based out of the facility. An increase in employment needs 
over that which are currently occurring at the existing facility are not anticipated. As 
discussed above, the cost for the proposed project is estimated at $10.1 million. 
Approximately $250,000 would be spent on public access improvements along the wharf 
and adjacent to Building 165. 

The Commission should determine whether the applicant’s proposed public access 
improvements are consistent with its policies on Public Access.  
4. Natural Resources Policies. Policy 1 of the Bay Plan policies on Water Surface Area and 

Volume state, in part: “the surface area of the Bay and the total volume of water should 
be kept as large as possible in order to maximize active oxygen interchange, vigorous 
circulation, and effective tidal action.” Policy 2 of the Bay Plan policies on Fish, Other 
Aquatic Organisms, and Wildlife states, in part: “specific habitats that are needed to con-
serve, increase, or prevent the extinction of any native species, species threatened or 
endangered…should be protected….” Policy 4 states that the Commission should 
“…consult with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW] and the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service or [NMFS] whenever a proposed project may adversely affect 
an endangered or threatened…species” and “...give appropriate consideration to the 
recommendations of the [state and federal resource agencies] in order to avoid possible 
adverse effects of a proposed project on fish, other aquatic organisms and wildlife habi-
tat.” Policy 1 of the Bay Plan policies on Water Quality states, “bay water pollution 
should be prevented to the greatest extent feasible…” and policy 2 states that, “…the 
policies, recommendations, decisions, advice and authority of the State Water Resources 
Control Board and the Regional Board, should be the basis for carrying out the Commis-
sion’s water quality responsibilities.” Policy 2 of the Bay Plan Policies on Tidal Marsh 
and Tidal Flats states, “any proposed filling…should be thoroughly evaluated to deter-
mine the effect of the project on tidal marshes and tidal flats, and designed to minimize, 
and if feasible, avoid any harmful effects.…”  
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On April 10, 2012, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers requested consultation with 
NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) pursuant to section 7 of the Endan-
gered Species Act of 1973 (as amended), and the Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) provisions 
of the Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act for the proposed 
project. Special-status species potentially affected by the project consist of the threatened 
Central Coast (CCC) steelhead, the threatened Central Valley steelhead, the threatened 
Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon, the endangered Sacramento River winter-
run Chinook salmon, and the threatened southern distinct population segment (DPS) of 
the North American green sturgeon. In addition, the project site is designated as critical 
habitat for the green sturgeon, Central Coast steelhead and winter-run Chinook salmon. 
The Biological Opinion (BO) issued by NMFS for the project states that the underwater 
noise during pile-driving activities and the degradation of water quality due to 
construction would temporarily affect the threatened green sturgeon. The BO further 
states that operation of the facility would affect listed anadromous salmonids and green 
sturgeon due to the noise and turbidity associated with the operation of ferry vessels. In  
addition, the BO states that critical habitat for CCC steelhead, Sacramento River winter-
run Chinook salmon and the southern DPS of the green sturgeon would potentially be 
impacted due to shading from the floats and turbidity of ferry vessel activities. 

 The BO concludes that the impacts of shading from the floats would be insignificant 
because the new berths would be located 50 feet from the quay wall where depths range 
from -15 to -40 feet MLLW. At these depths, it is unlikely that aquatic vegetation that is 
particularly valuable to fish, such as eelgrass, would occur. Other species of submerged 
aquatic vegetation are also limited by high baseline turbidity levels and frequent boat 
traffic that is unrelated to ferry operations. Additionally, the BO states that the project 
footprint (approximately 13,000 square feet (0.30 acre)) is small in proportion to the 
57,600 acres of estuarine habitat that is available in the adjacent San Pablo Bay. 
The BO requires, and the applicant proposes, several measures to offset the impacts of 
the project on special-status species. The applicant would implement a pile-driving 
program that would restrict in-water pile-driving activities to July 1 through October 30. 
Pile installation would occur for 10 days within a three-week period within the work 
window. The smallest size pile hammer would be used given the size of the pile and a 
bubble curtain would be implemented around the pile driving area during hammering 
activities. A hydroacoustic monitoring program would be employed during pile driving 
activities and results of the monitoring would be reported.  
The BO concluded that based on the best available data, the proposed project was not 
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of threatened CCC and CV steelhead, 
threatened CV spring-run Chinook salmon, endangered Sacramento River winter-run 
Chinook salmon and threatened southern DPS green sturgeon. The BO further con-
cluded that the project was not likely to affect critical habitat for the CCC steelhead, 
Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon or southern DPS green sturgeon. 
However, the BO concluded that take of DPS green sturgeon was anticipated during 
construction activities.  
In addition to those measures discussed above, the applicant proposes to mitigate for fill 
placement by removing 114 creosote-treated piles, a 1,550-square-foot pile-supported 
pier located within the Mare Island Strait and 36 square feet of solid fill associated with 
the removal of debris and trash. In assessing whether the fill mitigation proposed with 
the project adequately offsets the impacts of its placement, the Commission and its staff 
look to similar projects with comparable amounts and types of fill. Two similar projects 
are discussed below. 
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(1) BCDC Permit No. 1994.013.08, Bay Ship and Yacht Company and Alameda Gateway, 
Ltd. The Bay Ship and Yacht project resulted in the mooring and operation of a 
32,770-square-foot dry dock in the City of Alameda, Alameda County. The fill miti-
gation proposed with this project consisted of the contribution of $75,000 to 
CalRecycle for the removal of an abandoned dock, two vessels and marine debris 
within the Oakland Estuary. Approximately 6,100 square feet of solid, floating and 
pile-supported fill was removed as a result of fill mitigation efforts proposed with 
the Bay Ship and Yacht project. 

(2) BCDC Permit No. 2008.001.00, San Francisco Bay Area Water Transportation Authority 
(WETA) and San Mateo County Harbor District. As discussed above, this project 
involved the installation of improvements associated with a ferry terminal in the 
City of South San Francisco, San Mateo County. The project resulted in the 
placement of 13,980 square feet of a combination of solid, floating, pile-supported 
and cantilevered fill. Fill mitigation for the project consisted of the removal of a total 
18,880 square feet of fill, much of which needed to be removed to accommodate 
build-out of the project. 

While most of the proposed project would result in the placement of floating fill, the miti-
gation proposal would result in the removal of solid fill (in the form of piles, trash and 
debris) and pile-supported fill. The pile and debris removal would provide additional Bay 
surface area as well as an increase in the volume of the Bay. In addition, there are water 
quality benefits to removing the creosote-treated pilings as creosote is known to have 
deleterious effects on Bay fish and wildlife. All of the fill removal activities are located in 
close proximity to the project site, in the Mare Island Strait. 
To offset hydro-acoustic impacts to the State-threatened Delta and longfin smelt(s) during 
pile-driving activities, the applicant proposes to purchase 0.50-acre of mitigation credit from 
the Liberty Island Conservation Bank, located on the southern Yolo Bypass within the 
Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta. 
The Commission should determine if the proposed project, as mitigated, is consistent with 
the Bay Plan policies regarding fish, other aquatic organisms, and wildlife, and water 
quality. The Commission should also determine whether the fill mitigation would ade-
quately offset impacts to Bay resources. 

B. Review Boards. The project was not reviewed by the Design Review Board or the Engineer-
ing Criteria Review Board. 

C. Environmental Review. The City of Vallejo, the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Lead Agency for the project, prepared and distributed an Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration for the project. On May 24, 2011, the City of Vallejo City Council 
adopted the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the project, which determined 
that the project would not have a significant effect on the environment due to the project 
design and implementation of mitigation measures. 

D. Relevant Portions of the McAteer-Petris Act 
1. Section 66605  
2. Section 66602 

E. Relevant Portions of the San Francisco Bay Plan 
1. Bay Plan Policies on Fish, Other Aquatic Organisms, and Wildlife (page 16) 
2. Bay Plan Policies on Water Quality (page 19) 
3. Bay Plan Policies on Water Surface Area and Volume (page 20) 
4. Bay Plan Policies on Climate Change (pages 36-39) 
5. Bay Plan Policies on Public Access (pages 67-69) 
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Exhibits 

A. Location 

B. Ferry Facility Plan 

C. Rendering 

D. Site Photos 

E. Location of Mitigation Sites 

F. Public Access Improvements-Promenade 

G. Public Access Improvements-Ferry Waiting and Artifact Area 
H. Department of the Navy Correspondence 
I. Sea Level Rise Data 
J. Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration/Mitigation and Monitoring Program 
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